Background: World university rankings have been around for a decade and there are several such systems competing for the attention of higher education institutions. A frequent criticism is that they have a bias toward English-speaking countries and sciences; Europe and the Latin America have been vocal about this and are working on alternatives.
Introduction
World university ranking (WUR) has a short history of just a decade, started in 2003 with the
Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU)
at the Shanghai Jiao Tong University in the People's Republic of China (Liu, Cheng & Liu, 2005) 
Recent/Other Developments
Two new rankings were released; these are in fact sub-sets of existing rankings using the same In addition to providing ranking results, information of the universities' size, research intensity, and focus are also available. The second is THE 100 Under 50 (Time Higher Education, 2012) which also ranked 'young' universities and used the same 13 indicators but with the weight on academic prestige slightly reduced.
In contrast, a new ranking with a new focus is the U21 Ranking of National Higher Education
Systems (Williams et al., 2012) to rank 48 countries on their higher education systems on four indicators, i.e., Resources, Environment, Connectivity, and Output based on Salmi's (2011) model. This introduces a new conceptualization when compared with the existing systems (Soh, 2012c (Soh, , 2012d CHE/dapm Employability Rating. As the first ranking result was published in 1998, it is not a recent development, but it has some special features worthy of attention. This is a specialized system in that (1) it covers only German higher education institutions; (2) it has the first year students as the focus; (3) it started with ranking of business administration and chemistry and gradually expands to include other subjects.
Methodology-wise, CHE University Ranking is strictly subject-related and multi-dimensional; it gives picture of universities from different perspectives and groups rather than ranks them to avoid spurious precision. In short, it has a disbelief of weighting, summing, and micro-ranking; this is very different from many other WUR systems and the problems of weighting, summing, and micro-ranking have been evidenced in a serious of statistical analyses of extant data (Soh, 2012a (Soh, , 2012b (Soh, , 2011a (Soh, , 2011b .
Nevertheless, the dissatisfaction with the three currently popular WUR systems has prompted the search for alternatives, especially in non-English speaking regions (Marshall, 2008; Obasi, 2008; Rauhvargers, 2011) . In the Netherlands, Jobbins 
Criticisms
There have been criticisms on conceptual and methodological grounds on WUR. Two comprehensive reviews are the European University Association report (Rauhvargers, 2011) and the OECD-World Bank conference (Marshall, 2011) .
Technical issues have been recently uncovered in a series of articles by the present writer (Soh, 2012a (Soh, , 2011b Unfortunately, the criticisms seem to have fallen on deaf ears and the WUR systems perpetuate the same methodologies and even apply it to subsets of extant data (i.e., the 'young' universities rankings).
If such criticisms are not taken seriously and improvements do not take place in good time, then as Lincoln (2012) vehemently says, "Rankings: an idea whose time has come, and gone." Thus, for WUR to be really useful, instead of (or over and above) providing ammunition for the meaningless competition, it should provide information more relevant to the needs of rank-users and should fit local situations as well as contribute to the growth of higher education systems.
However, a feature common among the commentaries on WUR is that they tend to be rhetorics, though supported by observations and reasons. They are more perceptive and insightful opinions than statistical re-analysis of extant data.
Statistical scrutiny of WUR has appeared only recently as exemplified by the factor-analytical studies of Saisana and D'Hombres (2008) and Steiner (n.d.) . They used the data of ARWU and THEWUR to uncover the underlying dimensions of the indicators. Another statistical study of interest is by Jarocka (2012) who re-analyzed the ARWU using k-mean clustering and demonstrated that broad grouping would make better sense than the league table. This approach has also been suggested by the present writer (Soh, 2012a (Soh, , 2012b inter alia.
In sum, at the time of writing, the WUR systems treat ranking as a form of social surveys and do not employ more rigorous statistical analysis. The simplistic arithmetic processing does not do justice to the resources put in by all parties concerned for ranking. They tacitly assume that the analyses are totally valid and free from conceptual and methodological issues. The studies cited above begin to show that this assumption does not stand up to the test when more sophisticated analyses were performed with a social research perspective.
Although the studies did not appear only yesterday, but they seem to have been ignored by the WUR systems which merely do more of the same and thus perpetuate the problems and aggravate the issues.
It is the more advanced techniques that uncover the limitations which are normally oblivious to the rankers and rank-users. At this moment, WUR results seem to be pyrite mistaken as gold.
As summarized above, the picture of WUR seems to be fuzzy and blur, if not bleak. However, 
Top Ten East Asian Universities
What follows is an analysis (or rather re- To these ends, standard statistical tools were used to re-analyze the data to uncover the hidden trends and tendencies. Specifically, the groups of universities were compared on the Overall and also on indicator means via the independent t-test for an evaluation of the probability of chance occurrence of the observed differences; this was followed by the corresponding standardized mean difference (Cohen, 1988) for an evaluation of the magnitude of the observed differences. Note that the probability and magnitude of an observed difference are two different though related concepts involved in mean comparisons; a fact that has more often than not been neglected.
To uncover the underlying dimensions or structure of a set of indicators, exploratory factor analysis was run, specifically the principal component analysis 
Universities Compared
In Table A1 in Appendices and Table A2 shows the profiles of the top 10 East Asian universities. As Table 1 shows, the effect sizes in terms of Cohen's d (1988) 
Comparisons with Top Ten World-Class Universities

Comparisons with Matched World Universities
The findings above may not be very encouraging 
T h e s e f i n d i n g s s u g g e s t t h e E a s t A s i a n
universities are quite a different kind of higher education institutions when compared with the matched universities. It is obvious that as a strategy to improve ranking, the East Asian universities need to sustain their current levels of superiority in instruction and research while continue to enjoy the good relationships with their business community.
And, above all these, they should strive to improve on publications so as to enhance their rankings in the prestigious international indices.
Factor Structure
To understand better how the five indicators operated to influence the Overall on which ranking was based, it is useful to investigate the factor structure of them based on how the indicators (Table 3) . 
Discrepancies in Assigned and Attained Weights
Up till this point, the discussion assumes that
the Overall is what it promised to be, that is, the total score was derived from the five indicators in the correct proportions as assigned by the ranker. If this is not true, some indicators will be more influential than they should be and, correspondingly, others less.
When these happen, the meaning of Overall is not
what it is meant to be and therefore misinforming. Working with the current paradigm with the discrepancies uncovered, the East Asian universities were disadvantaged in their high scores for Teaching.
If they were to improve on Citation to enhance their Overall scores to attain higher rankings, they will have to put in much more effort than necessary. This is a double-penalty to the East Asian universities. As for International Mix and Industry Income, since the assigned weights are rather low in the calculation of Overall, the discrepancies should not affect too much to be worrisome.
Within the Region
With the findings above indicating the strengths and weaknesses of the East Asian universities in the two world contexts, it is useful to look inward at the relative strengths and weaknesses. The profiles of the five political/administrative entities are shown in Table 5 . Firstly, the average ranks vary from 40 (Singapore) to 94 (Korea). This means the universities are ranked within the top 100. With this, the ranking in descending order is Singapore, Hong Kong, China, Japan, and then Korea. The corresponding Overall means vary from 70.9 to 54.5. At the indicator level for Teaching, China scored the highest at 78.2 followed by Japan at 70.1, with Hong Kong, Korea, and Singapore hovering around 65.0. Although the differences in scores may not be very large, they suggest that the more traditional instruction adopted in China and Korea were perceived to be more effective by the academic community which provided the survey data.
For Research, Singapore scored the highest at 79.0 which is far ahead of the others, with China, Hong Kong, and Japan scoring around 68.0, and Korea has a 54.6 far below. This may well reflect the differences in the goals set for higher education with great emphasis on research in Singapore.
Citation has been identified as a critical indicator for ranking. On this, the two highest scores go to Hong Kong and Singapore, followed by Japan with 
Discussion and Conclusion
For the case studies of top-research universities In a sense, they are short-changed for the credit they deserve. Until such time when non-English journals and indices are more accessible to scholars who do not read Chinese, Korean, and Japanese, strategies need be sought to overcome, partially if not totally, the language barrier. Some possible ones are these:
• Translate papers written originally in Chinese, Korean, and Japanese into English for publication in English-based journals, but avoid duplicate submission which is normally disallowed.
• Provide translation assistance and encourage staff to write their papers using English, to be polished for language. This can be done by a co-author facile in English.
• Encourage co-publication by local nonEnglish speaking staff and guest staff facile in the language. (By the way, there may be a question of ownership of which university has the IP right when a paper is written by a visiting professor as co-author.)
• Encourage joint papers by local scholars working with those in other countries, especially English-speaking ones.
• Improve on the English proficiency of local scholars to enable them writing in English.
• Providing abstracts written in English when publishing in Chinese, Koreas, and Japanese.
Depending on the need, more information in English can be supplied by the author through translation or other form of language assistance. For example, several Chinese articles about humor appeared in this journal last year (Yue & Hui, 2011, etc.-Editor) . 
Caveat
Admittedly, a limitation of the present reanalysis is that it deals with the data of only one WUR system, that is, THEWUR. The specific findings grounded in the THEWUR data may not be exactly reproduced if data of other ranking systems were re-analyzed. However, it can be argued that since systems like ARWU and QSWUR employed the same weight-and-add approach albeit with different indicators, similar problems exist and findings will be highly similarly had their data been re-analyzed.
Therefore, THEWUR is used here just for illustration purpose, while similar studies of the same problems and issues of the other WUR systems are being awaited. 
Appendices
